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DETAILED ACTION 

Request for Continued Examination 
1 . A request for continued examination (RCE) under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1. 17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this application is 
eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, and the fee set forth in 37 CFR 1. 17(e) 
has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action has been withdrawn pursuant to 
37 CFR 1.1 14. Applicant's submission filed on April 25, 2005 has been entered. An action on 
the RCE follows. 



Response to Amendment 

2. Applicant's amendment filed on April 25, 2005 has been received and entered in the case. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

3. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S. C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

4. Claims 52 - 62 and 70 - 77 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. 

In claims 52, 56, 60 and 70, it is unclear what the applicant regards as: 

(a) Regarding the limitation "a plurality of conductors. . . in electrical 
communication with the component contacts configured to redistribute the 
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component contacts on the good components" how is the plurality of conductors 
configured to redistribute the component contacts on the good components? 
(b) Regarding the limitation "and to repair the defective component by 
connecting selected component contacts on the defective component with selected 
integrated circuits on the defective component;" it is not clear how a defective 
component may be repaired by connecting the defective component with other 
integrated circuits on the defective component. The limitation states that the 
component is itself defective, so how can it be repaired by connecting to itself? 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

5. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S. C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by another filed 
in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent granted on an application for 
patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent, except that an 
international application filed under the treaty defined in section 35 1 (a) shall have the effects for purposes of this 
subsection of an application filed in the United States only if the international application designated the United 
States and was published under Article 2 1 (2) of such treaty in the English language. 

6. Claims 52 - 62 and 70 - 77 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by 
Hsuan et al. 

Regarding claims 52, 60 and 70, as best as understood by the Examiner, Hsuan et al. 
discloses in e.g., Fig. 1, Fig. 5, Fig. 6 and column 6, lines 1 - 34 a semiconductor component 
comprising: 
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- a substrate (semiconductor wafer 100 in Fig. 2) comprising a plurality of 

semiconductor components (semiconductor IC dice 102; column 4, line 57), each 
component including a plurality of component contacts (114; column 4, lines 57- 58) 
and a plurality of integrated circuits (Integrated circuits, i.e., 1 10a, 1 10b, etc in Fig. 4) 
in electrical communication (by using the element 1 12) with the component contacts 
(1 14; see Fig. 4), the components including a plurality of good components (any dice 
102 that are good dice in Fig. 2) and at least one defective component (any defective 
die in Figs. 5 and 6; column 6, lines 29-33) identified during a component testing 
process (first testing process; column 5, lines 48 - 63); and 
a metal redistribution layer (claim 70; the metal redistribution line 134a or 134b; 
column 6, lines 25 - 28) on the substrate (100) comprising a plurality of conductors 
(136 and 140) on the components in electrical communication with the component 
contacts (114; see Fig. 6) configured to redistribute the component contacts on each 
component (column 6, lines 25 - 28), to electrically connect the contacts (1 14) on 
components (102; see Fig. 6), to either repair, reconfigure, or electrically isolate the 
defective component, or to electrically connect multiple components in a cluster that 
excludes the defective component (claim 70; column 5, lines 54 - 63 and column 6, 
lines 4-53), and to repair the defective component by connecting selected 
component contacts on the defective component with selected integrated circuits on 
the defective component (column 5, lines 54 - 63), and to reconfigure the component 
contacts (by redistribution lines 134a and 134b) on the defective component (claim 
60; column 6, lines 25 - 34). 
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Furthermore, the limitations "a component testing process in which digital data represents 
locations of the good components, the defective component and the component contacts" and 
"the conductors having a pattern corresponding to the digital data" are product-by-process 
limitations. Even though product-by-process claims are limited by and defined by the process, 
determination of patentability is based upon the product itself The patentability of a product 
does not depend on its method of production. If the product in product-by-process claim is the 
same as or obvious from a product of the prior art, the claim is unpatentable even though the 
prior product is made by a different process. In re Thorpe, 227 USPQ 964, 966 (Fed. Cir. 1985) 
(citations omitted). A "product by process" claim is directed to the product per se, no matter how 
actually made, In re Hirao, 190 USPQ 15 at 17 (footnote 3). See also In re Brown, 173 USPQ 
685: In re Luck, 177 USPQ 523; In re Fessmann, 180 USPQ 324: In re Avery, 186 USPQ 116; 
In re Wertheim, 191 USPQ 90 (209 USPQ 254 does not deal with this issue); and In re Marosi et 
al , 218 USPQ 289 final product per se which must be determined in a "product by, all of claim, 
and not the patentability of the process, and that an old or obvious product, whether claimed in 
"product by process" claims or not. Note that Applicant has the burden of proof in such cases, as 
the above caselaw makes clear. 

Regarding claim 53, Hsuan et al. discloses in e.g., Fig. 1, Fig. 5, Fig. 6 and column 6, 
lines 1 - 34 the components including a second defective component (a second bad die from the 
bad dies; column 6, lines 33 - 34) and the conductors are configured to electrically isolate the 
second defective component (claim 53; column 3, lines 8-15). 

Regarding claim 54, Hsuan et al. discloses in e.g., Fig. 1, Fig. 5, Fig. 6 and column 6, 
lines 1-34 the components (102) including a second defective component (a second bad die 
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from the bad dies; column 6, lines 33 - 34) and the conductors (136 and 140) being configured to 
reconfigure the component contacts on the second defective component (column 5, lines 54 - 
63). 

Regarding claim 55, Hsuan et al. discloses in e.g., Fig. 1, Fig. 5, Fig. 6 and column 6, 
lines 1 - 53 the components including a second defective component (a second bad die from the 
bad dies; column 6, lines 33 -34) and the conductors being configured to electrically connect 
multiple components in a cluster (wafer level IC) that excludes the second defective component 
(column 6, lines 1 1 - 53). 

Regarding claim 56, as best as understood by the Examiner, Hsuan et al. discloses in e.g., 
Fig. 1, Fig. 5, Fig. 6 and column 6, lines 1 - 34 a semiconductor component comprising: 

- a substrate (semiconductor wafer 100 in Fig. 2) comprising a plurality of components 
(semiconductor IC dice 102; column 4, line 57), a plurality of component contacts 
(114; column 4, lines 57 - 58); 

- the components (102) including a plurality of good components (e.g., any one of the 
good elements 102) and at least one defective component (any defective die in Figs. 5 
and 6; column 6, lines 29 - 33) identified during a component testing process (first 
testing process; column 5, lines 48 - 63); 

- a plurality of conductors (136 an dl40) on the components configured to redistribute 
the component contacts (1 14) on the good components (any dice 102 that are good 
dice in Fig. 2) and to electrically isolate the component contacts on the defective 
component (column 7, lines 19 - 30) on the substrate during burn-in testing of the 
good components (column 6, lines 44 - 53). 
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Furthermore, the limitations "a component testing process in which digital data represents 
locations of the good components, the defective component and the component contacts" and 
"the conductors having a pattern corresponding to the digital data" are product-by-process 
limitations. Even though product-by-process claims are limited by and defined by the process, 
determination of patentability is based upon the product itself. The patentability of a product 
does not depend on its method of production. If the product in product-by-process claim is the 
same as or obvious from a product of the prior art, the claim is unpatentable even though the 
prior product is made by a different process. In re Thorpe, 227 USPQ 964, 966 (Fed. Cir. 1985) 
(citations omitted). A "product by process" claim is directed to the product per se, no matter how 
actually made, In re Hirao, 190 USPQ 15 at 17 (footnote 3). See also In re Brown, 173 USPQ 
685: In re Luck, 177 USPQ 523; In re Fessmann, 180 USPQ 324: In re Avery, 186 USPQ 116; 
In re Wertheim, 191 USPQ 90 (209 USPQ 254 does not deal with this issue); and In re Marosi et 
al., 218 USPQ 289 final product per se which must be determined in a "product by, all of 5 claim, 
and not the patentability of the process, and that an old or obvious product, whether claimed in 
"product by process" claims or not. Note that Applicant has the burden of proof in such cases, as 
the above caselaw makes clear. 

Regarding claim 57, Hsuan et al. discloses in e.g., Fig. 1, Fig. 5, Fig. 6 and column 6, 
lines 1 - 34 a plurality of terminal contacting (balls on the element 140; column 6, line 55) on the 
good components (good 102s) in the selected patterns in electrical communication with the 
conductors (e.g., 140). 

Regarding claim 58, Hsuan et al. discloses in e.g., Fig. 1, Fig. 5, Fig. 6 and column 6, 
lines 1 - 34 the conductors (136 and 140) being configured to electrically connect a plurality of 
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good components in a cluster (wafer level IC) that exclude the defective component (column 6, 
lines 11-53). 

Regarding claim 59, Hsuan et al. discloses in e.g., Fig. 1, Fig. 5, Fig. 6 the substrate (100) 
comprising a semiconductor wafer (100; column 4, line 52), and the components (102) 
comprising semiconductor dice or semiconductor packages (die-IC; column 6, lines 4-10). 

Regarding claim 61, Hsuan et al. discloses in e.g., Fig. 1, Fig. 5, Fig. 6 and column 6, 
lines 1 - 34 a plurality of terminal contacts (balls on the element 140; column 6, line 55) on the 
good components (102) in electrical communication (by using the element 1 12) with the 
conductors (136 and 140) and the component contacts (114; see Fig. 6) on the good components. 

Regarding claims 62 and 76, Hsuan et al. discloses in e.g., Fig. 1, Fig. 5, Fig. 6 and 
column 6, lines 1 - 34 the substrate (100) comprising a semiconductor wafer (100) or portion 
thereof and the components (102) comprising a semiconductor dice (die-IC; column 6, lines 4 - 
10). 

Regarding claim 71, Hsuan et al, discloses in e.g., Fig. 1, Fig. 5, Fig. 6 and column 6, 
lines 1 - 34 the good components include a plurality of terminal contacts (balls on the element 
140; column 6, line 55) in electrical communication with the component contacts on the good 
components (column 6, lines 53 - 55). 

Regarding claim 72, Hsuan et al. discloses in e.g., Fig. 1, Fig. 5, Fig. 6 and column 6, 
lines 1 - 34 the component contacts (114) comprising bond pads (column 4, lines 52 - 53). 

Regarding claim 73, Hsuan et al. discloses in e.g., Fig. 1, Fig. 5, Fig. 6 and column 6, 
lines 1 - 34 the conductors (136 and 140) on the good components have a fan out configuration 
(see Fig. 6). 



Application/Control Number: 09/933,492 Page 9 

Art Unit: 2815 

Regarding claim 74, Hsuan et al. discloses in e.g., Fig. 1, Fig. 5, Fig. 6 and column 6, 
lines 1 - 34 the substrate (100) comprising a semiconductor wafer (column 4, line 52). 

Regarding claim 75, Hsuan et al. discloses in e.g., Fig. 6 and column 6, lines 1 - 34 a 
protective layer (132a) on the conductors (136 and 140) on the good components. 

Regarding claim 77, Hsuan et al. discloses in e.g., Fig. 6 and column 6, lines 1 - 34 the 
components (102) including a second defective component (a second bad die from the bad dies; 
column 6, lines 33 - 34) and the conductors being configured to electrically isolate the second 
defective component (column 6, lines 1 1 - 53). 

Response to Arguments 

7. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 52 - 62 and 70 - 77 have been considered 
but are moot in view of the new grounds of rejection by different interpretation of the previously 
applied reference. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Chris C. Chu whose telephone number is 571-272-1724. The 
examiner can normally be reached on 1 1:30 - 8:00. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Tom Thomas can be reached on 517-272-1664. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



Chris C. Chu 
Examiner 
Art Unit 2815 



c.c. 



Thursday, May 12, 2005 




